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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-11 have been examined. 

Priority 

2. Foreign priority has been claimed in this application. 

3. Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an 
application filed in the United Kingdom on 07/01/1999. 

Claim Objections 

4. The term: "performance of operations" in claims 4 and 5 are objected to due to the 
multiple meaning of the term in the computer art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or nnore claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1-5 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
that applicant regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 1 recites: "a gateway component limiting the operation requests from the 
second data processing unit will be passed to the vehicle's device control units to 
only a predefined set of permitted operations". The limitation as written is 
grammatically incorrect. It is not clear what "will be passed". 
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7. The term "respective ones " in claim 2 is not clear and it is treated as best 
understood. It is not clear whether the term refers to "operations requests", to 
"permitted operations" or something else. 

8. In claims 4 and 5 "the performance of operations" lacks antecedent basis. 

9. The limitation of claim 1 1 : "wherein the secure resources include the vehicle's 
internal device control unit" is addressed to the preamble of claim 10. The 
modification to the preamble stands or falls with the claim that recites the preamble. 
As a result the purpose of the limitation (above) is not understood, and as a result 
the limitation is assumed to be covered by the art that reads on claim 10. 

10. Claim 3 is rejected by virtue of their dependence. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

11. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Colson et al. 
(U.S. Patent No 6236909), 

12. As per claim 6 Colson et ai teach a first data processing unit (A) (computing 
platform 102, Fig. 1) connected to device control units of a vehicle (electronic 
collection units ECU 114, Fig. 1, coL 5 lines 50-55 and coL 6 lines 16-23), a data 
processing unit (B) (gateway 122, Fig. 1) connected to an external communication 
network (USB 120, Fig. 1), a data communications link between the first and second 
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data processing units (bus 116, Fig. 1) and a gateway component (registry, Fig, 1) 
for controlling communications across the link, limiting the operations that can be 
performed at the first data processing unit in response to requests from the second 
processing unit to only predefined set of permitted operations (col. 13 lines 30-36). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Colson et ai 
(U.S. Patent No 6236909) in view of Bossemeyer et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
20020037004A1). 

14. Colson et al. teach the data processing apparatus as discussed above. Colson et al. 
do not teach the implementation of the invention in the network connected home 
environment. 

Bossemeyer et al. teach a network connected home environment (Abstract and Fig. 
1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to implement Colson etal's invention in the network connected 
home environment as taught by Bossemeyer et al. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to perform such a modification in order to make 
applications independent of the network devices and enforce functionality through an 
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industry standard application programming interface to allow better portability 
(Colson et ai, col, 2 lines 14-28). 

15. Claims 1-2 and 8-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Colson et al. (U,S, Patent No 6236909) in view of Parrillo (U.S. Patent No. 
5442553) and in view of Nathanson (U.S. Patent. No. 6263268). 

16. As per claim 1 (as best understood) Colson et al. teach the data processing 
apparatus as discussed above. Colson et al. does not explicitly teach wireless 
connection. 

Parrillo teach wireless connection (Fig. 1 and 2). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to use wireless 
connection to the external network as taught by Parrillo in Colson et a/.'s invention. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a 
modification in order to extend Colson et a/.'s invention into mobile vehicles (Parrillo, 
col. 1 lines 31-33). 

17. Claims 9-1 1 are substantially equivalent to claim 1; therefore claims 9-1 1 are 
similarly rejected. 

18. As per claim 2 (as best understood) Colson et al. teach that registry is stored on a 
CD-ROM (Colson et al., col. 5 lines 41-49). 

19. As per claim 8 Colson et al. does not teach that the external network is the Internet. 
Nathanson teach the external network which is the Internet. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
include the Internet as the external network as taught by Nathanson. One of ordinary 
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skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a modification in order to 
communicate with a vehicle using the Internet (Nathanson, coL 4 lines 44-47): 

20. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Colson et al. 
(U.S. Patent No 6236909) in view of Pam7/o (U.S. Patent No. 5442553) and in view 
of Nathanson (U.S. Patent. No. 6263268), and in further view of Serughett (Marc 
Serughett, "OSEK: a super-small kernel for deeply embedded applications?'', 1999). 

21 . Colson et al. in view of Parrillo and in view of Nathanson teach the data processing 
apparatus as discussed above. Furthermore Colson et al. teach a static 
environment (Colson et al., col. 4 lines 52-55). 

22. Colson et al. do not explicitly teach the first processing unit including a static 
operating system. 

Serug/?e^neaches a static operating system (Serughett, "The OSEKA/DX 
specification" section). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of applicant's invention to include a static operating system in the first 
processing unit as taught by Serughett. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to perform such a modification in order to ensure correct behavior of 
the applications without extensive testing (Serughett, "Using OSEK for non- 
automotive applications"). 

23. Claims 1 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Colson et al. (U.S. Patent No 6236909) in view of Parrillo (U.S. Patent No. 
5442553). 
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24. Colson et al. teach a first data processing unit (A) (gateway 118 and ECU's 114 
components, Fig, 1) connected to device control units of a vehicle (coL 5 lines 50-55 
and col. 6 lines 16-23) communicating with a data processing unit (B) (computing 
platform 102 and gateway 122 components, Fig, 1) connected to an external 
communication network (USB 120, Fig. 1), and a gateway component (registry, Fig. 
1) for controlling communications, limiting the operations that can be performed at 
the first data processing unit in response to requests from the second processing 
unit to only predefined set of permitted operations (col. 13 lines 30-36). 

Colson et ai does not explicitly teach wireless connection. 
Parrillo teaches wireless connection (Fig. 1 and 2). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to use wireless 
connection to the external network as taught by Parrillo in Colson et al/s invention. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a 
modification in order to extend Colson etal.'s invention into mobile vehicles (Parrillo, 
col, 1 lines 31-33). 

25. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Colson etal. 
(U,S, Patent No 6236909) in view of Parrillo (U.S. Patent No. 5442553) and in 
further view of Serughett (Marc Serughett, "OSEK: a super-small kernel for deeply 
embedded applications?", 1999). 

26. Colson et al. in view of Parrillo teach a data processing apparatus as discussed 
above. Furthermore Colson et al. teach registry implementing an access control list 
(col. 13 lines 30-36), 
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Colson et al. do not explicitly teach the first processing unit including a Real Tinne 
Operating System. 

Serughett teaches a Real Time Operating System (Serughett, "The OSEKA/DX 
specification" section). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of applicant's invention to include a Real Time Operating System in the 
first processing unit as taught by Serugliett, One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to perform such a modification in order to use a super-small 
operating system for deeply embedded applications (Serughett, "Choosing OSEK as 
an operating system ") . 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Herada (U,S. Patent No, 6094618), 
Akiyama (U.S. Patent No, 6694235). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter Poltorak whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3840. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Thursday 
from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and alternate Fridays from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory Morse can be reached on (571) 272-3838. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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